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/, The Tonorable J. Kenneth Robinson \\“\m‘“\m‘lemgi\l““\\\“\“m“\

House of Representatives

L)

~  Dear Mr. Robhinson:

In accordance with your request and subsequent arrangcments made
with your office, we surveyed selected Federal agencies to delermine
whvtlwr information and records could be developed within the Federal

stablishient to show the ‘cocts of preparing the environmental 1mpa("g1
statom( nts required by the National Xnvironmental Policy Act of 1969 ]
(NEPA) (42 U.S. C. 4332 (¢)).

As we discussed with you on December 10, 1973, our survey included
discussions with officials at the Council on Fnvironmental Quality (CEQ), ¢
the Fnvironmental Protection Agency (19PA), the TFederal Aviation Admm—
istration (J7’AA), the Department of the Interior, the Atomic Energy
Commissionr (A1TC), and the Corps of Engincers. We obtained estimates
of AlNC!s costscobpreparing.environmaontal impact.siatements-for the
construction of nuclear powerplunts under its Regulatory Program
(Repulatory).  Also, we asked the Corps to accumulate the total costs
for all environmental requirements, including those required by NEPA,
for the Corps' Civil Works Program for fiseal year 1973 and the total
costs projected for fiscal yecars 1974 and 1975,

In addition, as you requesied, we determined the estimated costs
of two studics contracted for in June 1973 by CLQ for detailed cvalua-
tions of the influence of NEPPA on agency decisionmaking processes.
Once contract costing $139, 600 was enlered into with VI'N Consolidated
and was to cover the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, and
the Burecau of T.and Management, Department of the Interior. The
sccond, with Presearch Incorporated, at an estimated cost of $48, 300,

~ was to cover the Department of the Navy. The two contracts required

--an analysis of selected projects! case histories to identify
the stages in the decigsionmuking process at which environ-
mental issues were integrated into the planning processes,

--an analysis of the relationship belween procedures for plan-
ning and implementing apgency projects and those for prepar-
ing environmental impact stalements,
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~-development of a cost alloeation scheme that distinguishes
between costs attributable to preparing environmental
impact statements and coste attributable to preparing
material for compliance with agency programs and pro-
jeet planning proceduares, and

~--an anulysis of the effectiveness of the environmental
impact statement review and commoent process,

At the time of our survey, both contractors were preparing reports
with {inal conclusions and recommendations.

SURVEY RESULTS

Guidelires for preparing the environmental impact statements
required by NISPA were prepared by CIEQ. All of the agencies we
contacted, excopt CEQ, prepared impact stalements and also
reviewed envip al asscgsments submitted by private or public
organizations with their applications vequesting approval to develop
projects under Ifederal programe. The projects included commercial
nuclear powerplants, airport ind highway construction and improve-
ment, and water resources projects. CEQ, the Interior, and IXPA
revicewed impact statements prepared by olher agencies.

None of the agencices had an accounting system designed to disclose
the tolal costs of preparing and reviewing environmental impact
statements.  Such cosls were not differentiated in the acceounting
rccords {rom other costs. IHowever, because of increasing congres-
sional interest in the Tederal costs of preparing environmental impact
statements, ceriain agencics, such as AISC, the Forest Service,
the Navy, and the Bureau of J.and Management, had initiated cfforts
to accumulale such data.

Apency officials advised us that the total costs incurred under all
environmental requirements could be more readily accumulated than
those specifically attributable to preparing the environmental impact
statement required by NEPA. They noled thal certain agencies oper-
ate under legislation which has requirements for environmental
impact assessment similar o NEPA vequirements. They cited the
Interior's Tish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 1. S, C. 662), the
Burceau of Public Roads!' Mighway Act (49 U.S.C. 1663 (f)), and
FFAA's Adrport and Airways Developinent Aet (49 U.S.C. 1716 {(c) (4)).
They stated, however, that environmental costs could be identified
and assigned to NEPA if an accounting system designed to disclosce
such coats were established,
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Aoeney oot intormed ao that coctain co i, such as those
incurecd tor Cuhos requorcd e cnrce st e iy NEPAD coudd be readily
vloeatitreds Y e apde ce DAVEET aadie s o alterntdte topes
OF 10 v tor o o oy, o badbime ctudhies of the noneadio-
Fopreal e ot ol nuebeny toeccrpl e Con the cnvrronment, ond Corpe
arvd Drerror cradies o e s o bdhite mverttories. They stoated
thoat thee co s tor ocfree s abhlie bedd b mchiciduads emploved by an
apenc:s et e of N l’\' dasov ol g e e Lor l)tlh])(‘ Ilt"tl‘lrl[’.ﬁ and
e pection s requyec by e ety conld e canrhy determined,

Nevivey otticorad andre Coed thaot, if o =uitable Gdecomnt cothne avatoem
woere establbind odd, coars tor the abhove catevories could be aecnmulated,
fn addition, atbier conta, wuch as Uoere teureed in preparing, publich
inp, and disterinning the envivonmental irpoct statements, ineludimg
tray ol costs of per-ommel mvolved o prodocing the stotements and man-
pov.er cosls for persotne]! whose time wi . nol wholly atteibutable to
preparving enviromoental impact stotements, coald be similarly deter-
mincds Apeney olficials slated also thae a percentage of Lote] aeenev
overhead ad adhnm-trative costs condd bhe reasonably altocented on
a percentage basis to environuental impact statement preparation,

Avency officiala indicated that other costs would he much more
difficult 1o accuratedy altribote to NEP'Y requirernents. They cited
envirommental cocts Yo aodditional deoriled cfforts, required sipee
passare of the act, on studies, publbic hearines, ingpections, and
monitorime activitiess They sated alao thot costs mav result reom
delays cansed by NEPA vequirements, buat that frequently delavs
caused by public opposition, althoueh alveibuted to NITPA, may be
bascd on other reasons, <uch os esthelice add cconomic considerations,

Ageney officials stated thot, althoueh the costs of reviewing
impact statements could be tdentired of o suitable account eoding
svstem were established, the additionad worlo would not he war-
ranted. They pointcd out saviows conplicatine elements, such as the
fact thal the revicw process feeoprendi includes o technieal as well as
an o environmental review, o, more thean one project may bhe
roviewed ot one tirme, whiteh voubd vooaalt o sorme Jdifttealty in deter-
tminine (he recvios cosla atterhutable to individoad envieonmentad
Hnpact statemment work,

Vtanw offficiol s aved sy XNEDPY o onhie e envivomuental co s
should not e b epas st s o coemes hadoot s, Thes siorea that
the cos ol prep ceme o arcanen b nmpoaet -~ talement -, . well s
the coct invalved m othic e vnsreonnen, o reaquiraoment s, choald beocon-
stdered o part ob cood plonntone andbrncbuoed with progeet plaanine costs,
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They noted that the costs of complying with legislation, such as
the Mish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Afirways and Airports
Development Act, and the FFederal Water Pollution Contirol Act
Amendiments (33 U800, 1261), all of which require certain agency
studics, including certain environmental asscessments, were nol being
accumulated separately and presented apart from total project devel-
opment couts,

In the opinion of these officials, it was NEPA's intent that envi-
ronmental costs nhol be separate:d from total project development
costs,  Some officials expressed concern that, if such costs were
presented separately, they could become a target for reduction with-
out adeguale evaluation of the henefits dervived from such costs,
They stated that, although NIKPA resulted in higher project planning
and decisionmaling costls, no estimale was being made of the result-
ing beneflits., They stated thal the benefits could be substantial in
terms of better planned projects which are more responsive to com-
munity nceds and to the general public and in terms of the avoidance
of environmenial damage.

ALC COSTS OF PREPARING
FRVIRGNATNTAT, IMPACT STATEMENTS

Organivzalionally ARC is divided into two muajor scctions, the
Office of the General NManager and the Direclor of Regulations. The
Office of the General Manager is responsible for AINC's operational
activities. The Office promotes the use of nueclear energy and conducts
agency rescarch and development activities.  Its operations require
the preparation of only a few environmental impact statements.

The Director of Regulations is responsible for approving the con-
struction and operation of commercial nuclear powerplanis. Most
cnvironmental impact statements developed by AILC are prepared by
Repulatory. Since passage of NIEPA on January 1, 1970, through
December 31, 1973, ALC issucd 73 draflt and 62 final environmental
impact statements on commercial nuclear powerplanis.

Before beginning the construction or operation of a nuclear power-
plant, ABC requires that the initiating organization submit an
cnvironmental report which containg the applicant's assegssment of the
environmental impact of the proposed powerplant.  The environmenial
report should be sufficiently detailed to enable Repulatory to make an
independent assceasment and prepare an environmental impact state-
ment, A perinit Lo begin construction and a Ticense to operate are
required before a nuclear powerplant can be put into opceration.
Regulatory must prepare separale environmental impact statements
before issuing the construction permil and the operating license.
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At the time of our survey, 26 project managers and 18 other
supc vvisory and cupport personnel were spending nearly 100 percent of
theis time in manaping and coordinating Regulatory's preparation of
environmental impact stateinents for nuclear powerplants. About
two-thirds of the teehnical analy crs and evaluation associated with pre-
paring such statements had been completed under contractual arrange-
ments belween Reyulatory and three AVC national laboratories and
once outside contractor. The remaining one-third of the technical work
was bemg done ol Regulidory headquarters,

AVC's Atomic Safety and Ticensing Boards arce respongible for
conducting public hearings and deciding on the issuance of construc-
tion and operating licenses.  These Boards also review the environ-
menial impaet statements preparved by Regulatory.

At the outscet of our survey, we delermined that ATC did not
account scparately for NICPA conts and that it would be difficult to
identify all such conts under AlNCrs aceounting system. In cooperation
with A)1C, we identified an estimated minbnum direcet cost of $9. 8
million incurrved by ARC in fiscal year 1973, including costs incurred
by three ARC national laboratories and by an outside contractor, for
the preparation of environmental impact statements on nuclear power-
plante. Indireetl costs, such as overhead, travel, overtime, and other
coels incurred as the result of a combined anfely and environmental
review, as well as certain dircel costs which could not be readily
cstimated, were not included in this amount.

During fiveal year 1973, Reguladory published 43 final environ-
mental impact gstatements for nucltear powerplants., On the basis of
informution provided by AINC, we estimaled an average cost of
$150, 000 to $250, 000 for the statements in fiscal year 1973, depend-
ing on the treatment of indirecet costs.

Other costs which could be included in implementing NEDPA
include the reviews of ARC's environmenial impact statements
made by other Federal and State agencies. AINC's Repulatory staff
informed ug that its draft environmental impact statements on
nuclear powerplants are routinely forwarded for comment to 11 Fed-
eral apgencies. The Intevior and FPA, the two agencies we contacted
that reviewed ARC statementss, could not readily provide the costs
they incurred in revicwing ARC's siotements,

At the conclusion of our survey officials of ALLC's Repulidory staff
stated thatl, in the future, they expected about 20 applications annually
to conslruct nuelear powerplants. They stated that Repulatory had
chanped its accounting system as of fiseal year 1974 to facilitate
identification of envivonmental coutsa,
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CORPS OF BNGINEFERS CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM--
_”gf'('):",': VA ;‘1':71’:‘U"’|‘.1\’|:‘i'fr':jM‘ - —
(SN ‘\'_]_1:(‘».\'.‘xn«;,\&‘i‘}'\ i, m-:Q_‘ CHUEANTEN'S

We aslked the Corps to develop the costs it incurred in liscal year
1973 and thoge it projected for ficeal years 19740 and 1976 Lo carry oul
all environmental requirements under its Civil Works Propgram. To be
included were the costs of (1) preparing environmental impact statements
in deaft, reviced, and final forms, (2) speciol mecting: or worlishiops
with the public which relate (o enviromnental issues, (3) plant and animal
life inventories that were required, and (4) reviews of other apencics!
cnvirom ontal impact statements, The Corps had compiled these cogts
as of September 1, 1973,

We were informed that, for fisceal year 1973, of a tolal nel expendi-
turce of about $1.5 billion for the Corps' Civil Works Program, about
$20 million, or about 1.4 pevceent, had been spent on environmental
requiremoents. The Corps estimated fiscal year 1974 expenditures for
the Civil Works Drvogram's envirommental reguirements at about $30
mithion amd for fiscal year 1975 al abont 829,44 million. The increased
expenditures from fiscal year 1075 to 1974 will be incurred because
of the preparation of environmentol impact statements for the backlog
of projcets. Althoush expenditures were estimated at the same level--
about 230 million--for fiscal year:s 1974 and 1975, Corps officials
informed us that, once the Corps!' haelidop in statement preparation had
been reduced, tolal costs, the majorily of which are alteibutable to
NII'A, should he greatly reducced.

The Corps of Engincecers informed ug that, as of March 14, 1973,
staffing to iiaplement NEPA reguirements compriged 156 full-time
staff personnel and 296 staff personnel who devoted about 25 percent ]
or moye of their time to NINPA-related work.,

I

We do not plan o disiribute this report further unless you agree
or publicly anmounce its contents,

Sincerely yours,

v ~

‘(f()mptr()ﬂvr' General
of the United Stotes
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